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13 adstTmacCTY

China's conflict and cooperative behavior was examined from the perspective of
Rummel's field theory which states that "the behavior of one nation toward another
1s a linear transformation of their uifferences from each other on their attributes."

The period of study included sixteen years, 1950-1965. China's behavior toward
all sovereign nations was measured with seventeen selected variables at five
selected time points, 1950, 1955, 1960, 1963, and 1965. Then the data were factor
analyzed with a technique called "Super-P factor analysis"” which treated all dyads,
including dyads consisting of the same actor and object for different years as
separate dyads, in one matrix. As a result of this super-P analysis, six cooperative-
type and two conflict-type behavioral patterns were identified.

The factor scores of the eight behavioral patterns were then canonically regressed
on the factor scores of twelve factors generated from a factor analysis of sixty-nine
attribute variable:.

The results of tie¢ canonical analysis were very encouraging. We could delineate
eight 7inear models each of which corresponds with each of China's eight behavioral

patterns. Among these eight models, five proved to be useful in explaining and
predicting China's actual behavior.
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ABSTRACT

China's conflict and cooperative behavior was examined from the
perspective of Rummel's field theory which states that "the behavior of
one nation toward another is a linear transformation of their differences
from each other on their attributes."

The period of study included sixteen years, 1950-1965. China's
b havior toward all sovereign nations was measured with seventeen selected
variables at five selected time points, 1950, 1955, 1960, 1963, and 1965,
¢n the data were factor analyzed with a technique called "Super-P factor

analysis'" which treated all dyads, including dyads consisting of the same
actor and object for different yfars as separate dyads, in one matrix.

As a result of this super-P analysis, six cooperative-type and two conflict-
type behavioral patterns were identified.

The factor scores of the eight behavioral patterns were then
canonically regressed on the factor scores of twelve factors generated from
a factor analysis of sixiy-nine attribute variables.

The results of the canonical analysis were very encouraging. We
near models each of which corresponds with each of
¢ eight behavioral patterns. Among these eight models, five proved
to be useful in explaining and predicting China's actual behavior. These
were: the Chinese formal cooperition pattern comnrised of diplomatic
relations, substantial cooperation and administrative cooperation, which
was explained by similarities and differences in bloc affiliation between
China and other nations; the Chinese formal conflict pattern, measuring
tovard a nation, explained

y to “hina and commitment by
the object nation to neutralism; the Chinese Third World Politics pattern,
which distinguishes out of the developing nations, those enjoying amicable
government-to-government relations with China; and the Chinese substantial
cooperation pattern, which is explained by the combined characteristizs of
the object nation's cultural, geographical, political attributes.
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Departeent of Political Sclerce
University of Mawvalf

CHIKA'S COOPERATION, CONFLICT AND
INTERACTION BEMAVIOR; VIEVED FROM
RUMMEL'S FIFLD THEORETIC PERSPECTIVE

Sang-¥Woo Rhee

I. [INTRODUCTION

We know that in the near future, Nepal vill not lavich a military
attack on China nor will the Union of South Africa attack Korea. t'ieh
less certainty, we can say that China will nefther attespt to conquer
Japan, nor start a nuclear "Pearl Harbor" against the !'nited States.
With almost the same certaintv, we can predict thac China and lndia
will not integrate themselves into a super nation.

We know all of these based on our common sense. Common sense
is an amalgam of many bits of information and krowvledge of the patterned
relations among phenomena. For example, cur common sense includes the
knowledge that Nepal is militarily weaker than China and that no sane
policy maker will initiate a war leading to certain defeat. Again
common sense tells us that great peographical distance between two
nations such as the Union of South Africa and Korea in general reduces
mutual concern and a chance of war between them.

Sometimes, however, common sznse leads us to a wrong judgement
because some of the knowl-dge that comprise common sense is not systematically
tested nor derived. The man on the street may think that the Cocmmunist

Chinese have strong grievances against or hostilities toward Chiang Kai-shek.
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But thelr publication Jem-min Jih-pae, scarcely meatfons Chiang. Fven
vhen Chfamg’s porrrills wnits attoched cosstal villages and billed
civilises, they blamed the Anericans. Commoa sease 2'ome 1a oftee
irsnificient te get 2 clear plcture of viat (e poing on, or especially,
vhy tt te,

Chima’s foreipe debavier hos prompted numerows questions.
Of all the Latin Anerican natfeoes, vir bas (hima shewm the stronpest

interest ie the Vescrwelor revolutionary novenent?! 0y Mhas che

safatatnred good relations vith Yorvay asd “veden, vhile corcertrating
het mezative communications cr the Unfted tates and Japam® \hy did
China opt for peaceful nepotiations to settle conflicte with wmall
ecizhbors, sweh ot Afphaaistar asd Durma, vhile ob¢ relfed or nilfitary
measutes Vith the big povers, such as ladta (Perder dispute), the
USA. (Forean lar), or the Soviet Urlen (Kellumpchiang and other torder
disputes)?

In the past, many fine vorbes have al’enpted to provide ant.ers

to the above questions.’ Uith a few euceptions,’ Lovever. they werc

‘For evample, frequencies of articles rentioning the Venczuelan
tevolutionary movcwment have been highes® amons 2'1 latie Amerfican
nations in 1963, Actual indices vere Venesvela (7)., Domirfcan ®epudlic
(5). Paru (2), Colombia (1), Monduras (1), amd al! others had zero
values.

The study by Van %ess shoved the sane for 194°, For additiunal

v inforration, mec Table 1 (p. 90), Tadle & (p. 148), Tadle $ (p. 172)
and Tatle ¢ (p. 173) of his boek Revolution and Chimese Toreign Policy,
1971.

’Sor systematic reviev of past studies on Communist (hina's
{ forelzn behavior, see Sang-Uoo Khee, "Cormuiniat ripa’s Foreipn Pehavien:
An Arplication of Fleld Theory ode! 11.” 1971, Chapter f1.

‘lobrow (1963, 1969), Greaser (1%6), “cClelland, et al. (1967),
Smover (1969), Sullivan (1964), Van Nean (1971), Zaporia (1962), and
Zaninovich (1964),
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either intelligence-collecting" works or explanations without any

theoretical frames.> The available explanations are all hased on

educated Intuition and cexpertise gencrated {rom long personal experience.
A non-theoretical approach, though 1t gives invaluable insights

into China's behavior and sometimes very useful puides to predict

her future behavior, has one fundamental deficiency compared with a

soclal science approach or a theoretical approach. An atheoretical

explanation lacks generalizability in application. An explanation is

an intellectual enterprise that asserts understanding of relatedness
among the classes of phenomena by providing a logical nexus between

the concepts which represent those plienomena. A theoretical explanation
consists of: a set of general laws, a set of initial conditions (both
are explanans) and the event or phenomena to be explained (explanandum).
It 1s the general law that links the initial conditions to the events

to be explained, and provides us with the feeliug of undcrstanding.6

“Johnson aptly described a theoretical tendency of the study
of Communist China: ''much of the work azlready done on Chinese
communism has been in the nature of intelligence-collecting rather
than social research. This ig neither surprising nor bad in 1itself,
but intelligence compilation is not social science . . . Without the
systematic application of social science theory to Chinese data,
intelligence will provide only the most superficial aids to understand
China . . . we must have theory-specific studies of Chinese politics
in order to use even the data that we now possess and in order to
generate newer and better theories" (Johnson, 1965, p. 258).

5Hinton, for example, clearly stated his antaponism apainst
theory saying "I proceed on the basis of no general theory or political
action: I find most such theories vapue aud pretentious . . . Nor
do I employ any unique or complex method based on some such general
point of departure. 1 prefer history . . . If there is a master key,
it is context and educated intuition" (1966, preface, vii).

®For scientific explanation and theorv, see Rudner, 1966,
p. 60; Gregor, 1971, pp. 198-237; Vaplan, 1964, pp. 327-69: and
Lieber, 1972, pp. 1-17.
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Non-theoretical explanations do not provide us with any clear constructs’
between which the peneralization 1s asserted, and thus we do not know
whether the same form of explanation can be employed to other apparently
similar events or phenomena. For example, China chose to peacefully
negotiate her border dispute with Burma, and again with Pakistan.

One explanation in the Burmese case was that the Chinese conceded some
territory, but ohtained equivalent concessions from the Burmese and
thus, as a whole, from the viewpoint of national interest, lost nothing.
This explanation seems to imply that 1f the Chinese will not lose

much, they will negotiate peacefully. 1In the Pakistan case, however,

a different explanation was glven: China needed Pakistani help to

deal with India. This seems to imply that from the preater context

of international relatione, {.e., relations with third-party nations,

we can understand the peaceful attitude of the Chinese toward Pakistan.

! Then, are these explanations applicable to possible Chinese border
disputes with North Korea or Outer Mongolia? It is doubtful because
both explanations were not based on peneralizations (implied generalizations
were readers' supplements, and not an author's assertion) between clarified
concepts and thus cannot applv to other cases. Ve do not know whether
any two cases are similar without having common reference concepts,

Furthermore, without specific theoretical bases, explanations
can be made only by those who have expertise on the context, history,

and other relevant information of Chinese foreipn behavior.

A "construct” is defined as "a compound and/or complex .
abstraction, e.g., 'the state' or the 'presidency,' whose meaning
1s partially or exhaustively explicated in terms of concreta" (Gregor,
‘ 1971, p. 368). A construct "is not immediately susceptible of direct
: sensory observation, and in fact is no 'real' . . . . Constructs
used in a theory must be defined for that purpose' (Willer and Webster,
1970, p. 749).

ca Ty N




But suppose that we have a theory saving that a nation prefers
peaceful negotiations to military measures with less powerful nations,
and that she has the opposite attitude toward those more powerful,

Then, an explanation based on this theory is peneral (applicable to
any Chinese dyadic relations) and can be provided by anyone who can
measure the nower status of China and its counterpart.

Recent!y, several useful theories have been developed in the
field of international relations.’ Among these, Rummel's fiecld theory
and status theory (Lagos, 1963: Galtung, 1966) are prominent in two
senses: both are peneral enough to cope with various aspects of a nation's
behavior within one theoretical frame and both are systematically
organized to meet all criteria of scientific theories.? Field t! eory
especially is formulated with well defined constructs and has an explicit
axiomatic and mathematical structure specifying the form of relations
between a nation's international behavior and attribute distances.

Eoth theories treat international relations as a social svstem in which

interaction is a consequence of social forces,!0 Status theory postulates

8For a brief outline of contemporary theories in international
relations, see Lieber (1972), Dougherty and Pfalzgraff (1971). Also
see Rosenau (1966) and Singer (1972).

9Detailed discussions of these two theories will be given 1in the
following section. A sclentific theory should at least meet the following
four conditions: 1) there should be a set of statements (more than two)
wvhich are systematically related, 2) the statements should not contradict
each other, 3) at least one of the statements should te a lawlike
reneralization, that is, empirically testable, and 4) the lawlike
reneralization should bhe derivable from other statements within the
theory only with either a defined rule of deduction or generally
- accepted logic.

10The status theory referred to here is Rummel's reorpanization
of various theoretical arguments based on social stratification,.
See Rummel, 1971.




an individual or a nation's status as a basic behavioral force, while

field theory defines attribute distances as the social force that
determines a nation's behavior toward others. In this sense field

theory is the first and so far the only peneral scientific theory developed
specifically to deal with international relations.!!

[f that 1s the case, then how useful is field theory in studving
a nation's foreign behavior? What can we know by applying this theory
in empirical research? The present study was desipgned to give a partial
answer to these questions,

This study has two aims: first, the assessment of the validity
of the major theme of Rummel's field theory!? with China data; second,
the development of an empirically applicable, general model of China's
cooperation, conflict and interaction behavior based on field theory.
Empirically applicable means that the model generated can be utilized

directly to get information about China's foreign behavior. General

HThe following articles are helpful in getting comprehensive
knowledpe of the development of field theory. Rummel, R. J., "A Field
Theory of Social Action with Application to Conflict Within Nations"
in General Systems Yearbook, X, 1965, pp. 183-211; Rummel, R. J., "Field
Theory and Indicators of International Behavior," The Dimensionality of
Nations Project Research Report No. 29, Honolulu, Hawaii, 1969; Rummel, R. J.,
"U.S. Foreign Relations: Conflict, Cooperation, and Attribute Distances,"
in Bruce Russett (ed.), Peace, War, and Numbers, Beverly llills: Sage
Publications, 1972; and Rummel, R. J., "A Status-Field Theory of Inter-
national Relations,' The Dimensionality of Nations Project Research
Report No. 50, Honolulu, Hawaii, 1971.

127he theory is still in the developing stage; parts of {t,
therefore, are continuously changing, with the newest version being
called status-field theory. However, the major theme of the theory has
been unchanged. YMereafter, field theory, {f not otherwise specified

means the one in Rummel, 1965, and status-field theory means the one in
Rummel, 1971,
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means that the model is applicable at any time point, under any
circumstance and using any object nation.!3

In this study, data were collected on measures of attribute
distances and China's behavior toward all nations for five separate
years between 1950 amd 1965. Sixty-nine variables for attribute distances
and seventeen behavioral variables have heen selected, most of them
from the variables list used by the Dimensinnality of MNations (DON)
project. Some variables, however, have been added to cope with China's
unique perception and behavior, such as the percentape of overseac
Chinese in the object nation's population, and Chinese attitude toward
other nations as reflected in the Jen-min Jih-pao. In this study sovereign
nations whose populations exceed 500,000 are included as ohjects of

China's behavior.

IT. THEORY AS A TOOL FOR SCIENTIFIC EXPLANATION

This study 1s an attempt to scientificallv explain China's
cooperation, conflict and international behavior with the help of a
theory, i.e., Rummel's field theory. In the discipline of international
relacions, however, a theory is understood in manv different ways.!“
Depending upon their view on the role of a theorv, political scientists
will have different arguments on what will provide a better understanding
of current international relations. Before discussing status-field

theory, therefore, I will clarify my theoretical stance.

13Actually, the present study is an expansion of my previous
one with the same aims (Rhee, 1971). Data points have been expanded
from two (1955, 1963) to five (1950, 1955, 1960, 1963 and 1965) to
investigate the relationship between the cross-time shift in both
China's behavior and in the corresponding attribute distances.

14For example, see Rapoport, "Various Meanings of Theory," 1958.
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2.1 Structure of a Scientific Explanation

In peneral, description and explanation are regarded as the
two ohjectives of a scientific enterprige. Description, however,
becomes a meaningful scientifir exercise only when it serves as part
of an explanatory scheme. Description as a cognitive enterprise
means the intellectual recognition of inclusion and/or exclusion of
certain phenomena within the class defined by a concept, a linpuistic
artifact. Explanation, on the other hand, means an inte!lectual
enterprise that asserts understanding of relatedness among the classes
of phenomena by providing a logical nexus between the concepts.
Therefore, explanations presuppose concepts and descriptions with the
relevant concepts. If there is no adequate concept that fits the
explanatory scheme, new concepts may be created for the purpose.15

Description, by itself, however, by no means becomes explanation.
Sometimes a concatenation of descriptions prov’d-~; an explanation. In
this case, however, it is an implicit explanatory scheme that constitues
the explanation, but not the descriptions per se. Therefore, descriptions
that constitute parts of an explanary scheme only become tlie objective of
scientific enterprise. In this sense, we can say that the poal of
science is explanation.

As a sclence, the chief objective of international relations is
the explanation of phenomena occurring in the realm of inter-nation

relations which originate from human behavior. What kind of explanation

15Willer and Webster distinguish these newly created concepts
from ordinary concepts by calling them "constructs." For definition of
a 'construct' see footnote 7.




is most adequate? Before going into detail, I shall review some basic

explanatory schemes popular in the discipline.l®

According to Brown, explanation types which most political scien-
tists utilize are:!7 1) penetic explanations "that provide a temporally
ordered sequence of events that make the occurrence of the explanandum
event intelligible,” 2) explanations via intention "that invoke the
actor's intention in order to render some human action," 3) explanations
via reason "that advance an actor's reasons for undertaking some action,"
4) explanation via dispositions that employ "dispositional terms, which
permit comprehension of an action in terms of instantiating a tendency
to behave in certain way," 5) explanation via function that "refer to
the function of the explanandum event, illuminating its systematic
purpose in a piven context,” and 6) explanation via empirical peneralization
"that appeal to empirical generalizations in order to subsume the
explanandum event under a class of regular occurrences."

Though a detailed discussion of the merits and the deficiencies
of each of the above explanation types is beyond the scope of this
paper, I want to discuss one feature common to these six types. What
nakes the above explanations? It is none other than the underlying
theories, whether implicitly assumed or explicitly cited, that allow

us to accept a discourse as an explanation.

lﬁMy discussion will be limited only to the explanations that
give answers to the "why questions" which scientists characteristically
pursue. According to Cregor, the term "explanation" in ordinary
language generally refers to four marjor types of cognitive activity:
1) coming to know the meaning of S; 2) coming to know how to do Z;
3) exhibiting the grounds of P; and 4) coming to know why P (Gregor,
1971, p. 199). 1t is the fourth type that scientists are pursuing.

17Brown, 1963, Part Two.
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Let us take one example. Whiting explains why "red China
did intervene when the North Korean cause seemed lost in the Korean
War' by examining chronologically the events of the first four months
of the Korean War,.!®
1. Throughout this time (the first month), domestic
Chinese Communist propaganda repeatedly stressed,

“the North Korean people have their struggle" . . ,

2. No material assistance was piven (in the first
four months).

3. . . . it was not until mid August that Peking's
firet ambassador arrived in Pyongyang, seven
months after the exchange of recognition.

4, In late September and early October, Peking
notified the Indian ambassador that U.S. crossing
of the thirty-eigth parallel would bring China
into the war.

5. On October 7, U.S. forces crossed the parallel.

6. Chinese Communists "volunteers" began crossing Yalu.

From these ordered events, Vhiting concluded that " . . . the
sequence of Chinese Communist calculations and novements indicates
that North Korean territory as such was not the issue. Rather it was
the survival of a de jure North Korean regime which motivated Chinese
Communist entry into the war."!9
This type of explanation appeals to readers in gencral.
The point I vant to raise, however, is that it 1s not the concatenation
of the events that makes his discourse an explanation. Tt {ig the
theory or generalization presumed by the reader that makes it an explanation.

Fvent 4 above (delayed arrival of Chinese ambassador at Pyongyang),

for instance, requires readers to supply notions as "between friendly

18hiting, 1960, pp. 73-75.

191b1d.
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nations, ambassadors are exchanged promptly after their recognition" or

some equivalent, before it becomes a meaningful indication of the reluctancy

of the Chinese involvement.

Whiting further advanced his explanation of Chinese intervention

] in the Korean War as follows:

The communist element was paramount in these deliberations.
American assurances of peaceful intent toward China were rejected
as Machiavellian maneuvers of imperialism, bent on destruction of
Communism and domination of Asia. Victory in Korea would only
whet the imperialistic appetite for further 'adventures,' perhaps
in East Furope, perhaps in China itself. America had already
reversed its policy on Chiang Kai-shek, suddenly thrusting its
Seventh Fleet between Communist and Nationalist armies. With
General '{acArthur's visit to Taiwan in August, and his expressed
admiration for the Generalissimo, Mao Tse-tung had surface

evidence reinforcing his assumptions concerning the imperialiistic
threat .20

Again, this argument requires many implicit generalizations for it

to be accepted as an explauation -- such as a psychological theory stating

that "one favorable resuit (American victory in Korea) makes repetition
of the same behavior more probable (victory in Korea would only whet the
imperialistic appetite for further adventures)."

The logical backbone of explanations, therefore, are the generali-
zations (theory), whether expressed directly, or implicitly assumed.
When the generalizations employed are assumed, however, some serious
problems arise. First, there is no way to assess the objectivity of the
explanation. No one can guess or refer to the same generalizations
involved in the explanation when they are hidden. Second, if there 1s no
t specific rule connecting various generalizations into one meaningful

logical array, no one can repeat the same explanation for the same phenowena

-- 1t means that whether one accepts the explanation or not depends solely

20yhiciny, ibid., p. 75.
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on that individual's feeling. In other words, though parts of the

explanation may be theoretical, the explanation as a whole remains
atheoretical.

The explanations via assumed theories (reader’s feeling) can be
accepted in daily conversations, but they cannot be scientific explanations
that give us objective knowledge -- the "knowledge that is construed as
logically independent of the particular state of mind of anyone who claims
to possess it, independent, as well, of the society and culture of which
its possessor is a member and of the psychic states of mind of any audience
exposed to it and independent of anything other than the relationship
between the proposition set conceived as embodying what is known and what
18, in fact, the case."?!

The only explanation we can use to generate objective knowledge
is, then, a theoretical explanation consisting of: a set of general laws,
a set of initial conditions (both are explanans) and the event to be
explained (explanandum). It is the general law that links the initial
conditions to the events to be explained, and provides us with the feeling
of understanding.??

One thing to be pointed out here is that the law connects theoretical
constructs, but not the concebta themselves. Theoretical constructs are
concepts which are specifically defined for the purpose of a theory. A
construct is an abstract concept whose meaning 1s explicated in terms of
concreta, or observable concepta.23 In a deductive theory, the law

specifies the form of relation between .o constructs, one that is the

21Gregor, op. cit., p. 205.
225ee Rudner, 1966, p. 60.

23gee Kaplan, 1964, pp. 55-6, 58. See also Gregor, op. cit., p. 368,
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condition, and the other that includes the explanandum, Then, through
these generalized relations between the constructs, we can infer the
relationship between a concrete event that fits the criteria of the
conditional construct and another event contained in the class of events
specified by the construct or explanandum.

From this analysis of a theoretical explanation, we can see that
to explain means to subsume a unique event in more general categories
which have specific relations between themselves. Therefore, logically,
it is impossible to build a theory in terms of concreta (observable

concrete concepts) alone, because by doing so, the theory will lose the

very generalizability that provides the explanation.

2.2 Advantage of Deductively Derived Universal
In the social sciences generally, and in political science
particularly, there have been very few scientific theories. One reason
is that traditionally the primary concern of political science have been
. f "unique" phenomena, unlike the nature sclences which have no interest in
; individual identities. For example, physicists search for the condition
. under which water boils -- water in general, not the waters of the Amazon
or the Mississippi. But political scientists, instead of looking for
general conditiors for war between nations, ask "Why did Chinz intervene
in the Korean war?" So far as we focus our attention only on the uniquenees
; of events, it is impossible to formulate constructs which intrinsically
' deal with a collection of entities selected for similarities among the

24

cases. I repeat here that it is generalization that giverc us an

objective explanation and that generalization is only possible with

2%Por further discussion on the comparison between individual-
level studies and aggregate-level studies, see Rummel, 1972, pp. 72-6.
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cansteuate okttt w abetonnt terme for a vollection of entitiea, It {is
then abvious that pepnral teat ton presppones At leant wome collective
cancept e

Amnther veamon for the rarity of aclentific theory i{n {nternational
relatlunn may be attpihuted 10 minheliof ts the (nduckive generalizations

froquently adapted by saclal sclonce., Freyuently, political scientists
tried tn relate & symptomic revelation of the phenomena, the supposed
state of mind, ar certaln trattn of hehavior {nductively with the hope
that they could find high correlations among them., If they are lucky,
they will have a model which repreaents a generalized coincidence between
conditions and outputw, Nevertheless, the model is not explanative
because the high correlation may be spurious, and the relation may not be
a logical muat,?5

An inductive generalization can also be considered as a universal,
and thus function to explain and predict. But the scope of applicability
1s limited hecause induction alone does not provide the intra-relations
among the concepts included in the universal statement. For example, from
repeated observations, we can generate a universal that 'things fall from
a higher to a lower place" but observations alone do not provide us with
the knowledge of logical nexus between the concepts "altitude" and "down-
vard movement." Furthermore, we do not know under what conditions the

universal is true.”’® 1Ig it true only on the eartt or will it hold true on

255ee Legg and Morrison, 1971, pp. 6-7. They argue that " . . .
but there 1s always the danger that such hypotheses (inductively derived)
are valid only under the conditions under vhich the observed phenomena
occurred. Having only an inductive hypothesis, one has no idea of the
limiting conditions under which the hypothesis will hold true."

26For detailed advantages of deductively derived hypothesis over
the inductively derived, see Legg and Morrison, ibid., p. 7.
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Induction alone cannot provide the answers. By the law

the moon, too?

of gravity, a hypothetico-deductive generalization, however, we know that

the same universal gtatement is applicable on the moon, because the

universal explicitly asserts that "falling" 1s due to a gravitational

force generated auong objects which have mass.

Knowing the logical system from which the universal is derived

enables us to gee even the effect of unobserved conditions on the

phenomena in question. In the above example, for instance, we know that

if the mass of the moon is different from that of earth, the velocity of

the downward movement of the object on the moon must be different from

that on the earth, since the law of gravity specifies the relation between

velocity and mass. 1In international relations studies, where observations

are usually limited to very few cases, this advantage of the deductive

generalization is decisive.

2.3 On the Relation Between Unive

rsal Laws and Actual Behavior:
Limitation of Theorization

It is ultimately important to gauge the practical limitation of

theorization of human behavior vhen ve formulate a new theory. As we have

discussed above, the backbone of a theory is a universal statement

relating one Concept to another no matter how the universal statement may

be derived. Generalizing from empirical instances is one vay of arriving

at theoretical universals. They may also be arrived at through intuition,

imagination, insight, etec. 1In any case, however, the universal statement

should be based on common attributes of either entities or phenomena,

because, by definition, a universal Presupposes generality across all

possible cases of the same kind. Nothing on earth is the same as another

to the last detail; it may share many attributes or characterigtics with
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others, but logically, still remains unique. A concept, a linguistic i
artifact, is formulated on the basis of some selected commcn attributes 1
across plural cases. Therefore, a univerral statemert which defines the
relationship between concepts, ignores the uniqueness of the cases. The
level of generality of concept is determined by the purpose for which 1t
is used.

To what extent can we theorize about human behavior in regard to
international relations? What general thecory can be applied to all nations
on the earth? Though we cannot draw a clear demarcation line between the

theorizable realm and the impossible realm, we know a limitation for a

general international relations theory is where the commonness of all
nation ends.

If we define a nation's foreign behavior as a reflection of human
decisions made by the nation (mainly the decision maker, but also sub-units
or individuals), then, there must be innumerable factors affecting the
decisions including both the characteristics of a nztion common across all
nations and the unique conditions specific to the nation. Therefore, it
is impossible to formulate a general theory to cover all of a nation's
foreign behavior. As a result, we cannot explain and predict an event
or a particular behavior with a general theory. Questions such as "Why
did North Korea invade South Korea on June 25, 1950, instead of July 7,
1951?" or "When will Chou En-Lai visit Canada?", thus, are unanswerable by
the theory.

What a general theory tells us is some basic laws that govern the
sub-structure or Unterbau of international relatione. The actual behavior
of a natior is based on this sub-gtructure with many additional other

unique facters. Thus, the final behavior may depart from what we expect
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based on a general theory alone. The Unterbau, however, defines the range
or boundary of decision choice, beyond which the behavior cannot deviate.
The relation between a general law of international relations and actual
behavior 1s like the relation between the law of gravity and the actual
movement of an object on the earth's surface. Before examining the
terrain, we cannot say whether the waters of Lake Winnipeg will flow into
the Hudson Bay or into the Atlantic Ocean. But the law of gravity leads
us to assvme that water flows from a higher place to a lower one. This
law delimits the possible alternatives for the actual location of the
waterway.

In international relations, the role of a theory is exactly the
same. We can easily say that in the next ten years, Nepal will not invade
China with military forces or Bolivia will not have a war with Yemen,
without any consideration of the ideology of the decision maker or some
other important factors, because we know that an extremely unfavorable
power disparity in one case and great geographical distanc: in the other
will prevent such wars. In other words, we know that laws such as "large
discrepancies in military capacity discourage a weak nation from initiating
military attacks against a strong one" or "geographical distance hampers
the will for war" 4id not allow for decision makers any other choice.

What political scientists are doing is expanding beyond common sense the
realm of a nation's behavior that is governed by such basic laws. Good
theories narrow the range of the unexplainable portions of a nation's
behavioral variation, and allow better explanation and prediction of a
nation's foreign behavior.

Then, practically, when we are theorizing in international relations,
where can we draw a demarcation line between the variance covered by the

L proposed generalization and the variance excluded as the unique part?
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In social field theory, the line is drawn analytically between the part of
variance in total behavioral variance left for the actor’s free will and
that governed by a bio-eco-cultural field force.?” 1In field theory,
behavior 1s viewed as a consequence of biological, ecological, and cultural
field forces exerted on the actor in the field and the actor’s free will.
These forces are in the nat of distances (to be discussed later) and
determine the actor's behavioral dispositions. Free will is independent of
these dispositions and an aspect of the actor's moral judgement.

We can illustrate the relations in the following equation:
BEHAVIOR = f(F + B + E + C)

where F means Free Will; B, biological field forces; E, ecological field
forces; and C, cultural field forces. If ve can determine the field

forces that include all these factors, then only the variance resulting
from free will will be left as the unique part.?® And if we can assume
some part of B, E, or C as unchanging for a certain duration of time, then
that part will be regarded as constant in the model for the time being.

For example, if there is no variation in the biological impact across all
actors, then the B will be constant in the above model. 1 the other hand,
1f we do not treat it in our theorization, then part of behevioral variance

affected by B will be included in the residual.

27This {dea war conceived by Rummel. A fully developed philo-
sophical argument on this i{ssue will be included in Rummel, Forces of
Man, Conflict and War (tentative title), now in vriting.

28This left-over part wil! be the residual variance after wve
subtract the variance accounted for by the field theory model from the
total behavioral variance.




Thus, in practice, the direction of our theorizing effort 1is
to reduce the residual as far zs possible vy adding more generalizations
on the right side of the equals sign in the above equation. It is a
continuing effort of exploration of unexplained portions of behavioral
variance based on the previous work. The unexplored part, then, will
constitute the outer boundary within which the left-over factors will
operate.

Status-field theory as a general theorv helps us to understand
some important aspects of the Unterbau underlying the actual behavior
of nations, Therefore, discrepancies between the prediction based on
status-field theorvy and actual behavior may be found. Such a discrepancy
can be a sign of the existence of other factors vhich are not contained
in the model. And another auxiliary theory which wil) explain the
relationship between the deviated variation of the nation's behavior

and the supposed factors can be formulated in the next step of theorization

process.

TTI. RUMMEL'S SOCTAL FIELD THEORY

Philosophically, Ruemel's nocial field theorv 1s based on the
concept of the world as a field. Pusmel vievs social reality as "a
field consisting of the attributes of mocial units and their interactions,
Attributes are those characterintice by wich a social unit can be
differentiated from all other nocial units. The behavior that social
units direct towar? each other are their interactions (Russmel, 1968a,
p. 26)."

Theoretically, Rusmel's social fteld theory ia riporously

Structured. Mased on wvell formulated axiomsn, ft postulates a law



vwhich defines the form of interrelationship between the behavior of a
social unit and the relative atiribute differences of that social unit
from others. The heart of the theory is the basic mathematical equation
representing the model of the relations defined by the above law. The
analytic system employed is linear algebra, and many constructs in
the theory are expressed in terms of linear algebraic concepts.

In the following (Section 3.1, 3.2), I shall discuss both the
concept, field, the core of field theory, and the concept, distance,
introduce the model (Section 3.3) and discuss an extension of field

theory, i.e. status-field theory (Section J.4).

3.1 Field as an Analytic Schema

As Rosenau succinctly pointed out, the basic reazon for retarded

theorization in international relations is the lack of an overarchiup

analytic scheme vhich links partial theories into one peneral theory.’’

Wittout such a prand scheme, it is almost impossible to understand the
vhole of i{nternational relations no matter how many excellent nartial
theories may have heen developed. 1t is sinilar to a situation where a
nicroscopic analvsis of each tree in the voods fails to lead to ary
conception of the wvoods as a vhole.

In {nternational relations, a nation's behavior {s affected Iy
an almost {nfinite number of factors; various domestic forces, the natire
of the decision-makins apparatus, psycholosical factors of the decisior
makers, contextual constraints sererated from the state of the broader
syster {n which that nation helonpgs, and g0 on. lach theorv vith well-

selected »ariables may explain one asnpect of the total international

- ——

?*See Rosenau, 1966, p. 32,
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relations system, 1f the theory can successfully control the effect of
excluded variables. But as in a Jigsaw puzzle, without a prand analytical
scheme we cannot discover the missing pieces between the explained
portions of the international relations terrain and the unexplored
parts.

One important merit of the construct "field" can be found in
its role as the overarching analytic conceptual scheme for individual
theories. As Lewin Aescribed it, field theory 1is distinguished from
other theories in its scope.3’ Lewin satd: “. . . instead of picking
out one or another isolated element within a situation, the importance
of which cannot be judged without consideration of the situation as
a vhole, field theory finds 1t advantapeous, as a rule, to start with
a characterization of the situation as a whole. After this first
approximation, the various aspects and parts of the situation undergo
a more and wore specific and detailed analvsis. It is obvious that
such method 1s the best safepuard against being misled Ly one or another
elesent of the situation."

An analytic conceptual schema iz “a conceptual schema coeposed
of sets of definitions conjoined vith a set of analytic or lopically
true sentences.”’! In Rummel's field theory, field i{s the conceptual
schema vhich provides the overarching structure within wvhich all
theoretical statements of the theory are apanned. In status-field theory
(equivalent of ficld theory axfoms 1, 2 and 1), fileld {s defined by the

following two axiomn.

Wrevin, 1972, p. 521,

Yarepor, op. cit., p. 367.



Axiom 1: 1International relations is a field consisting of
all nation attributes and interactions and their
complex interrelationships throuph time.
Axiom 2: The international field comprises a Fuclidean
attribute space defining all nation attributes
and a Euclidean behavior space defining all
nation dyadic interactions.
Axiom 1 defines the three basic concepts which constitute
the field: nations, nation attributes, and between nation interaction
(behavior).
First, nations are the units of analysis in field theory (as
well as in status-field theory). In international relations, there
have been continuous controversy on what unit should be elected as
a basic research unit.3? The problem actually lies in the definition
of the term international relations. How can we define international
relations? McClelland suggests that "international relations is the
study of interactions between certain kinds of social entitics,
including the study of interactions bYetween certain kinds of social
entities, including the study of relevant circumstances surrounding
the {nteractions.”?? Note that he did not specify the actors of inter-
actions but left it open by saying "certain kinds of social entities."
But considering that the phenomena we are studying is interaction between
social entities across national borders and that interaction means a
consciously determined action toward other entities and that, empirically,

sovereipn nation states are the only existing units vhich can control

the interaction at thia moment of historyv, we must conclude that nations

- - —— ma

’ZSce Sinper, 1969,

"IMcClelland, 1966, p. 18,
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should be the 'certain kind of social entities" whose mutual interaction

comprise the domain of our study.
Some may argue that international organizations and individual
persons be recognized as the actors in international affairs in certain

cases.3" [Lven though both international organizations and individuals

sometimes have locus standi in international courts and considering

that international courts and some international organizations have the
right to sign treaties with nations, they nevertheless have not the
general capacity to determine their interaction with other units.

In this context they cannot be regarded as the basic unit of analysis

in international relations. A* this point in time in historv, we can
decompose the actions of international organizations into those of

member nations, and the actions of any entity within a nation into

those of the nation since the actions are all controllable by the
national government. 1In short, nation states are the only de facto
subjects of the international system though there exist some de jure
subjects other than nation states.

Thus, we may take nations as the basic unit of analysis in the
study of international relations and a field that comprises only nation
actors is quite acceptable, 35

Now let us move to the other two basic concepts -- attributes
and behavior. An attribute is a construct which characterizes the
uniqueness of nations. An attribute is defined by Rummel as "any

description differentiating nations, like GNP, population, and area."

I5ee Lee, 1958, pp. 53-69.

35Field per se has nothing to do with the unit of analysis.
We may construct a field of individual persons, or that of nation groups.




R R R R R R I Y 4

24
"he term attribute defined here is a peneral abstract concept that
includes all possible variables that can differentiate one nation from
others, no matter what aspect of nation characterigtics thevy may
measure,

Interaction between nations 1s called behavior. Behavior is
defined as any action of one nation (actor) toward a specific other nation,
which then relates the two. Two such nations form a dyad and the action
involved 1is a dyadic behavior. Actions of nations vhich do not aim
at a specific object nation, therefore, are excluded. But it does
not narrow the scope of field theory from that of international
relations in general, because by definition the domain of international
relations only includes interactions between nations and alreadv
excludes that nation behavior without any nation tarpet. The term
behavior again is a general abstract construct which is operationalized
by all variables that describe a nation's action toward the object
nation.

When we use the nation as a primary unit, the theories in
international relations, whether they are simple or conplex ones, must
include propositions explaining how a nation's behavior is determined.
What can serve, then, as the determinants of national behaviors?

First, without any doubt, we can think of domestic forces which
are 'the wellspring of the state's inter-nation lehavior,'36 If we
define behavior as a "consciously determined action with aim," {t {is
a logical necessity to acknowledge the nation's characteristics or

attributes as an important cause of the behavior, because the aim

3bgee Guetzkow, 1964, p. 56,




comprises the needs and motivations of the actor and, the needs and
motivations are a reflection of the actor's characteristics. Thus,
for Rummel, a basic proposition is that 'the total behavior of a nation
1s dependent on or related to the attributes of the nation' (attribute
theory).

The second explanation for nation behavior is the difference
in national characteristics between the actor and the object nation.

The major argument for this explanation is that action (movemert) can

be generated only when there are differences in the static forces

exerted on two spots, and it can be said analopously that the difference
in attributes penerate the force difference. This idea {s well developed
in various field concepts and serves as the foundation of Rummel's

field thenry.37 This will be discussed further in the next section.

The system context within which nations behave serves as the

third explanation. The state of the system at the time when a nation
behaves tcward a specific object nation becomes a conditionsl constraint
on the actor nation. For example, when the U.S.A. decided to withdraw

her troops from Vietnam, the dispersion of nuclear weapons among other

nations, China's huge army, and the Russian threat to Ferope might all
have influenced the decision even though they are not dirsctly related
to the binary relation between the U.S.A. and Vietnar,

The above three types of thenries should gubsume all theories
in international relations so far as natior behavior is taken as the

dependent variable.3®

37see Rhee, 1971, pp. 34-42.

38As I mentioned elsewhere, the field can be also defined as a
bio-eco-cultural one. This means that ficld forces are penerated from
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Now, let us re-examine the third type of theory. The international
system consists of all nations and the transactions among "hem. The state
of the system, or the system context, mcans the {nterrelated linkages
among the nations., This implies that we can reduce the system context
into mutually interlocked binary linkages. tLach binary linkage can be
described in terms of buth the attrihute distance (objective relations)
and the dyadic behavior (subjective relatfonas buile by the actor's
commitment). Thus, we can also express the propositions of the theories
which use the system context in terms of attribute and behavior.

With the three basic concepts -- natfon (all unfts on carth),
attribute and behavior -- we can conclude chat the fle. d theoretically
envelops all descriptions of natfons and all {rteractions amone nations.
Field so defined, thus, provides a universal domain that contains all
possibie linear theorctical arguments in the international relations
discipline.

Axiom 2 defines the structure of the fleld delimited in the
first axiom. The axioe says that the field is composed of twvo Fuclidean

spaces, one for *he attribute part, the other for the behavior part.,

biolopical factors (internal physiolopical condition of the actor),
ecolopical factorr (external phyaical condfitions’ and socfo-cul tural
conditions (pattc-ned repularities produced by accusulation of previous
human behavior: value tradition, {nstitution, mode, custons, lav and
other rocial norms, etc.). The tvo classifications of factors are
based on different criterfa, and it does not mean that tle three proups
of factors ment{oned i1 the main tert are not exhaustive. For exarple,
most of the biological factors are fncluded fn the actor's attributes,
and {n another vay mav work as svatem context and so on. The only
factors actually excluded ia free vill., Ax explatned briefly in the
previous section, the current tield theory model deals only with
dispositicnal behavioral coniitions and thus free will, wifch s hy
definition unique to actors and independont frow other factors, cannot
be tapped {n the model.
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In the attribute Space, nations are represented by points in Fuclidean

space where all possihle attribute variables are contained in vector
form. In this space, we can describe the relative positions of nations
vis~a-vis variable vectors, as well as the interrelationship amonp the |
attribute variahbles (in terms of the size of the angles between vectors).
In a similar way, in the behavior space, all nation dyads are
represented as points and the behavioral variables as veccors. Again,

the interrelationships among the variables are described by the angular

measures between the vectors.

This axiom has two significant theoretical implications. First,
vith simple mathematical censtructs like point, vector, and angles,
complex interrelationshin among various concepts can be described
simultaneously, neatly and riporously.

Secondly, the axiom opens a path linking the conceptual world
of international relations to that of linear alpebra with its well-
developed analytical deductive schemes. Defining natiors and nation
dyads as points and attributes and behavioral variables as vectors in
Euclidean space, the axiom {ncorporates linear alpebra as a part of the
theoretical framework of field theory. This means that international
relations theorems based on the concepts defined bv the axioms of field
theory can be deduced via linear algebra.

For example, we know empirically that a nation's ONP, population
size, size of army, number of telephones per thousand population, and
literacy rate are smutually related. Also, we, with some hes{tance, can
say that there may be one or two tasic variables underpinning all these

others. Once each variable {s represented by vectors in a fuclidean

space, however, the above speculation can be easily cleared up with
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In the attribute Space, nations are represented by points in Euclidean
space where all possible attribute variables are contained in vector
form. 1In this space, we can describe the relative positions of .ations
vis-a-vis variable vectors, as well as the interrelationship among the
attribute variables (in terms of the size of the angles between vectors).

In a similar way, in the behavior space, all nation dyads are
represented as points and the behavioral variables as vectors. Again,
the interrelationships among the variables are described by the angular
measures between the vectors.

This axiom has two significant theoretical implications. First,
with simple mathematical constructs like point, vector, and angles,
complex interrelationship among various concepts can be described
simultaneously, neatly and rigorously.

Secondly, the axiom opens a path linking the conceptual world
of international relations to that of linear algebra with its well-
developed analytical deductive schemes. Defining nations and nation
dyads as points and attributes and behavioral variables as vectors in
Euclidean space, the axiom incorporates linear algebra as a part of the
theoretical framework of field theory. This means that international
relations theorems based on the concepts defined by the axioms of field
theory can be deduced via linear algebra.

For example, we know empirically that a nation's GNP, population
size, size of army, number of telephones per thousand population, aud
literacy rate are mutually related. Also, we, with some hesitance, can
say that there may be one or two basic variables underpinning all these

others. Once each variable is represented by vectors in a Tuclidean

space, however, the above speculation can be easily cleared up with
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factor analysis, a well-developed algebraic model. All derivations that

are correct in the linear algebraic system, are also applicable to the
original international relations inquiry.

So far, we have discussed the inner structure of the fleld.

Then, what advantages do we have using a field concept in studying
international relations? Among others, the following three are prominent.

First, theoretically, we can cope with all linear variations in
nations attributes and behavior simultaneously. One problem we frequently
encounter when we are modeling a nation's behavior over some selected
attribute variables is that we do not know how much of the possible
variations in behavior are included in our model. In Rummel's field
theory, the fields are exhaustive, leaving no variations untapped.39
The behavior of a nation, i.e., the movement of a nation point in the
field is the function of the intensity of field force exerted on that
point, which is the combination of all possible forces on that spot
combined. Field, thus, serves as a contextual reference wich which a
model is compared to gauge to what extent of the possibhle variations it
covers,

Secondly, field defined as a Fuclidean space with nations 2s
points and variables as vectors, provides us with a clear configuration
of the interrelationship among variables and nations in an exact and
rigorous form. Field concepts are not new. Maxwell in physics, )ewin in

psychology, Wright in international relations have used the conce:-pt.l‘0

39The exception 1s the variation produced by an actor's free will,
which is unique to the actor. For further discussion, see the next section.

“OFor a brief discussion of cach of these field concepts, see Rhee,
op. cit., pp. 34-42,
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But it is Rummel's linear algebraic field that gives us these nice faci-
lities. Interrelationship among variables being represented by the angles,
the field space can accommodate a complexity of interrelations between
concepts in internsiional relations neatly no matter how many variables
may be involved, since theoretically there is no limit to the dimensions
in the space or the number ¢f variableg we may deal with.

The third advantage of field as a theoretical framework is the
generality of the ~oncept. The concept field is an overarching conceptual
framework within which all nation attributes and behaviors are accommodated.
The field concept itself does not specify the kinds of variables to be
included; it only provides the relationship amonp variahles once they are
included. One notorious problem in international relations studies (as
well as the social sciences in general) is the fragmentation of the
individual studies, that is, the lack of connection among studies. For
example, one study reveals the role of power discrepancies between two
nations in determining the characteristics of the verbal ronflict between
the nations, while another finds that the level of economic development
plays a great role in causinp between-nation conflict. Or, one international
relations theory tells about mutual cooperation while another clarifies the
relationship between power and conflict. 1In these cases, we could not

ret the overall picture of internation cooperation and conflict unless we

had a grand theory which would uccommodate all these findings as its parts.

Field concepts provide this overarching frame. With this capacity to place
each research finding within a larpger context, the field concept can be

compared to the coordinate system in Cartesian analytic peometry.
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3.2 Distance as a Construct

In the field theoretical notion, the most important construct is
"distance." As we have discussed above, in the field, all entities (nations)
are placed as a point, and are differentiated from other entities bv the
relative distances between the points.*! Distance 1s, therefore, the
essential concept for the structure of a field.

The importance of distance, however, is its role in explaining the
movements of the entities (nation's behavior) in the field. In Rummel's
status-field theory, it 1s axiomized that "between nation attribute
distances at a particular time are social forces determining dyadic
behavior at that time" (Axiom 4y,

The field concept includes the notion of strength or intensity.
Every point in a field has unique forces acting upon it. These forces
are determined by the field in the irmediate neighborhood of the point.

In Rummel's structure, the behavior of a nation toward a specific object
nation (movement in the field) is caused by the field force actiny upon
the point the dyad occupies in the behavior space; the field force (social
force) is determined by the aggregate sum of attribute distances between
the actor and the object.

How do we define distance in the field? Rummel defines distance
as the difference in value between two nations on an attribute dimension.
All attribute variables are attribute dimensions if thev differentiate
nations by that measure.

The underlying idea of field forces beinp generated from the attri-

bute distances is that in international relations there are fundamental

“IMore rigorously speaking, in field theory it is distances that
factually exist, and the positions are calculated from the interlocking
p

distances. See Eddington, 1957, pp. 6-10. Similar arguments can be found
in field theories in physics.
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conditlons that force a nation into a reaction with a limited range of
deliberation. Consider the effect of power distance between nations.
Anyone can argue that Nepal will not attack China militarily in the next
ten years for Nepal has no pcwer to do it. The great discrepancy betwveen
the two nations on the power dimension provides a fundamental condition
for the Nepalese decisior makers to 1imit their deliberations (here, no
alternative). The imaginary conflict between Bolivia and Yemen is another
example. With no naval power and weak air power for Bolivia, geographical
distance {s the ultimate preventive condition for Bolivian attack on Yemen.
In this way, we can translate the conditions that delimit a nation's
behavior into attribute distance terms.

In field theory, all these attribute distances are accommodated as
vectors in a space with the aid of the linear algebra, and the relative
contributions of the attribute variables and the relationship among them
can be measured clearly and simply.

One thing, however, shuuld be mentioned in regard to the distance
concept. The field force generated from the attribute distances only
serves as an environmental condition under which leaders decide the nation's
policy. It does not directly cause the nation's behavior. This force is
linked to the final behavior via human deliberation. The force, in short,
binds the human decision within certain limitations. Statistically, the
force explains part of the variance in a nation's behavior, leaving room
for human factors. Some portion of the left-over variance then will be

covered by another model or construct which deals with human psychology."“?

“ZAlthough Rummel regarded the field theory model as a "complete"
one for a nation's behavior and did not leave any room for other human
factors, I think we must understand that the model provides only the
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In other vords, field forces determine the dispositional direction

and magnitude of the behavior -- the actor, however, may choose other

behaviors.

3.3 Basic Model of Fleld Theory

As ve have discussed above, in field theory the basic atatement
(lawlike generalization) on a nation's behavior 1s "betv.cen nation
attribute distances at & particular time are social forces determining
dyadic behavior at that time" (fleld theory axiom S, and status-field theory
axiom 4), or more rigorously, the distance vectors in attribute space that
connect nations are social forces determining the location of dvads {n

behavior space.

The fundamental linkage between behavior and attributes proposed

in field theory ia

[

i 20 FRUR P o
vhere vi*j,k is the k-th dimension of B-space and {+§ is a parcicular dyad,
nation { 18 the actor and nation § ts the object. The term di-j,l {s the
distance between { and J on the t-th dimension of A-space.

1) The term dx-J,l is the diatance vector from nation { to J on

the f-th attribute dimension. If we define nation 1's value on the f-th

coordinate as a and nation §'s value as a » then,
{,8 )

basic conditional boundaries for decision nakers. “he force generated from
attribute distances cannot be directly related to ; ation's behavior; {t¢
must be relayed by human beings -- decision maker's _erception and deciston
framework. In Guetzkow's words, then, we need another kind of theory which
deals with the nature of the nation's decisiou-apparatus which translates
the basic forces into "foreign polictes" (Guetzkow, 1964, p. 56). In

Status-field theorv, the construct "status" partly covers this part. See
IT-4 of thia naper.

. i
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Y-yg,0 "8y 4 -0, @)

For example, China’s GNP 1n 1962 wvas 42 b{llfon U.s, dollars, while Japan's
vaa 77 billion.“? In this case, the distance from China to Japan on the

GNP dimension 1s calculated as

- - = e
dChlna-Japan.cNP 77 - 42 35S (billion dollars)

In a similar fashion, ve can calculate the distance from China to Japan

on other attribute dimensions: Population distance = -484 aillion, steel
production distance = 17 nillion tons,“S and 80 on. Field theory axiomizes
that each of these distances are the components of the force vector that
mskes a nation behave in a certain vay,

2) Next, the term a, is the veighting rarameter of each attribute
dimension. Each attribute distance may have a different impact on the
decision-makers of different nations. FPor example, the Chinese may be
very concerned about their economic distance from other nations, while
regarding the religious distances (differences) as trivial. Each a, is
the specific scalar veight for each of the different attribute distances.

3) The sywbol [ denotes that we need to sur all attribute distances
(differently veighted) in order to calculate the resultant force which s

exerted on the nation to determine her behavior.

4) Finally, the term vi*j kx Tepresents one of the elements of the
»

vector of nation 1's behavior to J on the k-th behavior dimension in

“3Eckstein, 1966, p. 249, Table 7-1.

4“4In the actual research, both A- and B-spaces are factor analyzed,
first. The factor scores are then used as the values of cach unit on factor
dimensions. Therefore, d, the distance between a 2 and a  measures the

differencea in factor scores. The raw differences are giveﬁ here to clarify
the concept of distance.

“SBoth figures are from the UN Statistical Yearbook, 1965,




B-space. In field theory, as we discussed sbove, the unit of nation

behavior is defined as a dyad, a pair of nations, one of which directs her
behavior toward another (vith our notation {+), the nation { s the sctor,
and § {s the receiver). For example, the fact that China gave 50 mi{llion

dollars of economic aid to North Korea (1955) 1s expressed ss

vChlna*N. Korea, economic aitd = 30 mfllfon dollars

Equation (1) given above is in scalsr form. That means ve take
one general element frow the left side and one from the ripght aide snd
express the relationship between them, or in other wvords, the equation
denotes only one dyadic relationship. If we express equation (1) in
matrix (vector) form, {.e. for all m dysds, {t becomes

Wk ap
mx] axp pxl

)

vhere u:xl is the k-th dimensional behavior vector of B-space wvhich {s

composed of the same behavior of al! m dvads, anp is the matrix of the
distance vectors, each column of vhich represents an attribute distance
vector for m dyads; and prl is a set of p weighting parameters each of
vhich corresponds to an attribute vector.

If ve define DY am the veighted resolution vector of all vectors
in D vhere each vector is veighted by corresponding a, weights, then,

Ve o p¥ o g ntDl
tel

vhere Dl {s L-th vector in D.

Geometrically, the basic equation of field theorv cen be 11lus-

trated as in Figure 1. Here, the location of China's position is taken

as the origin of the coordinates. (In general, any point fn attribute
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space may be chogsen as the origin. The relative distances among all nation
points are not affected by the choice of the origin.) There are q dimen-
sional vectors in W and each of them are related to DY in the form of i

equation (4). If we exprass all the equations as a single equation, we ‘

would have

W _ =D P 5
mXq mxp pxq €8

where Wk i8 one of the column vectors (k-th vector) of W "
mx1 mxq

There are two different models developed by Rummel according to
the different interpretations of the weighting parameters. In Model I,
the paramters are the same across all the actors. This implies that the

unique experiences and capacities of each nation and the structures within

them are irrelevant to her behavior. In other words, a nation's responses
to the various kinds of distances are the same as all other nations.
Furthermore, it implies that the behavior of nation { to j 1s the exact

3 opposite of the behavior of nation J to 1.4 Thig obviously contradicts
common sense.

In Model 11, the parameters are unique to each actor nation; thus
the impact of each of the attribute distances on behavior differs according
to each nation. This 18 the point where each nat‘on's intelligence can be
geared in. Thus, for example, if China's attribute distances from other
nations were the same as India's, the impact of these distances on her
foreign policy still will differ from India's, due to her unique perceptual

framework. For this reason, Model II 1ig preferable to Model I. 1In Moudel

“6"Recall that a distance vector for nations { and § 1s a difference.
Thus, when we reverse 1 and j we only reverse the sign on the distance
vector. Then, the behavior of { to j§ will only differ from j to 1 in the
sign, and not the absolute value" (Rummel, 1969b, p. 18).
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11, the equation that links behavior and attribute difference is,

p
z

a,d, (6)
oy 1113,

Yi+g,k "

Here, @, has replaced a in the equation of Model I, equation (2).

In matrix form, the equation is

k i
wmml Dmxp prl @)

and for all q 'ehavioral vectors together,

i
w =
mxq ~ Pmxp Ppxq 8)

wvhere P;xl and P;xq are unique weighting parameters which represent each
nation's idiosyncratic decision-making system. For convenience the super-
script 1 will be dropped, since this study will deal with only one actor,

China. Then, the complete model with residual matrix U inserted will

look like

W‘xq Dme Pqu v Ume S
Hereafter, when 1 refer to field theory, it will be Model II, if not
specified otherwise.

Theoretically, this formulation would tell us that a particular
behavior (e.g., negative communication) is explained by a certain subset
of attribute distances (e.g., GNP, political distances, etr.), while
another behavior (e.g., economic aid) is mainly explained by another set
of distances (e.g., number of Communist party members, steel production,
etc.) without specifying the interrelationships between these individual

behaviors (e.g., negative communication and economic ai.d).L’7

“7For detailed discussion of this model, see Rhee, 1971, Chapters
III and 1V,
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In this model, the weighting parameters P may be undccstood as the
actor's unique "decision-framework" which represents the combination of
both the perceptual framework and the system of behavioral choice, since
this is the only set of parameters which indicate the actor's idiosyncracies.

When we apply this model to an empirical study, we need to evaluate
the P matrix of equation (9). Since this model requires an analysis of
the relations among a single criterion measure (k-th behavioral vector)
and two or more predictor measures (p attribute distance vectors), the
value of P can be determined by employing the least-squares estimation
technique, a standard solution of a multiple regression model which will
provide the best unbiased estimate of Uk.“a This formulation (equation
(9)) 1s called the multiple regression model of field theory (MRM),

Another version of field theory Model I1 is the canonical regression
model (CRM). In brief, the basic difference between the two is that
instead of relating individual vectors (k-th vector = Wk) of B-space to
the resolution vector of the welphted distance vectors of A-space (D¥) in
the form of a multiple regression, in the canonical ropression model (CRM)
the weight:d resolution vector of q dimers{.,ng of W (RP-space basic dimen-

sional vectors) is related to DY.

The scalar equation of the new model, rthen, is

q P
I 8w, « La,d,._ (10)
N b T B

where Bik is the weighting parameter o7 the &-th behavioral dimension of

W. 1In matrix form, the equatio. 1is

“8For the conditions and mathematical derivations for the solution
of the multiple regresstion model, see Johnston, 1963, pp. 108-115, and
Cooley and Lohnes, 1962, pp. 31-135,
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L

mxq Qqx1 * D

— (11)

vhere qul is the aatrix of 8 parameters for all q dimensions.

Technically, wve are forming two composite variates, variate (V)
out of p distance dimensions of D, veighting each p dimension by P, and
variate (Y) out of q dimensions of W, veighted by Q, and, then relating
these variates. This relationship is 1{llustrated geometrically in Figure
2.

Theoretically, with this =odel, the parazeters of P are the actor's
unique perceptual framework of attribute distancc:.“9 which is formulated
by its historical background, value systerm, cultural heritage, etc., and
the parameters of Q the unique behavioral framework or aystem of behavioral
choice which differently emphasizes each behavior when given forces are
applied.

To apply this model to China’s behavior, we must evaluate both P

and Q empirically, or solve Q and P of the following equation
WQ = DP + U (12)
or

Y=V +U (13)

“INote that by a unique perceptual (or behavioral framework, it
is not meant that an actor has only one such framework. It means that an
actor has a set of frameworks, each one for a particular behivior pattern.
For example, to determine the intensity of negative communication toward
an object nation, the actor may be guided most by distance while for a
trade behavior, it may show the greatest sensitivity to the distance in
economic development. If we use canonical regression analysis to delineate
these unique perceptual (and behavioral) frameworks, we shall have q sets
of different unfque behavioral frameworks, where q is the dimensionality
of B-space.
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where W and D are known, and U is the random error uncorrelated with any

of the variables in D.

A solution is possible if we put the following restrictions on

the equation®?

Y'h V8 ® maximum correlation when h = g
$ -
Y g V8 0, vhen h ¢ ¢ (14)

Y'h Yh - V'h Vh =1

The equation (12) with restrictions (14) is the canonical regres-
sion model®! and we can solve for the best fitting Y and V from W and D
employing canonical analysis. Then "V(=DP) will give the parameters of P
bevt in the sense of minimizing U, and Y(=WQ) will give the behavior
dimensions of B having the best correlations with sttribute differences
D."52

The canonical analysis 3ives us q dif‘erent canonical equations,33
each of which maximizes the correlation between the paired canonical
variates (Yh and Vg) under the restriction that each pair is orthogonal to
all other pairs. 1In other words, the first canonical equation gives the
highest possible correlation between the first composite score (variate of
distances (Vl) and the first composit~ variate of behavior (Yl)' The next

composite variate of distances (VZ) and behavior (YZ) which maximizes

305ee Rummel, 1969b, p. 24,

>lPor the canonical regression model and its mathematical deriva-

tions, see Hotelling, 1935, Hooper, 1959, Cooley and Lohnes, 1962, Anderson,
1958, and Glahn, 1969.

52Rummel, op. cit., p. 24,

33The number of pairs of canonical variates which come out from a
canonical analysis is q or P, whichever is the smaller.
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the correlations of the remainder of the total variances (the unexplained
portion of the variances which is independent of those explained by the
first canonical equations) after the first equation had explained as much
as possible, and so on for the third to q-th equations.

Then how can we fit this model to reality? 1 interpreted the
model in the following way: The whole decision space of the decision-
makers, which includes both the inputs (targets of perception; here these
are attribute distances between the decision-maker's nation and other
nations) and outputs (decision result; behavior), may be decomposed into
many subspaces or substructures of the decision process. For example, for
military aid to other nations Chinese decision-makers would consider mainly
economic distances and political systems rather than literacy rates,
language difference, and Catholic population. 1In determining the behavior
concerning student exchange, however, language difference, and technical
distances may emerge as major considerations. Here we may say that the
first pattern of relations is a political subset of the behavior structure
while the latter constitutes a cultural ubset.

Fach substructure of the behavior pattern is represented by each
of the canonical equations of the model. In this sense, equation (1l1) is

one of the subsets of the whole model which contains q number of subsets.

We

(44

hén can express the general CRM in the following form,

w =D P +U_ . 15
mxq %qxq ~ Pmxp Ppxg mxq (1)

I called this new model the Canonical Regression Model (CRM) of

field theory.>"

5"Technically speaking, the MRM is a special case of the CRM where
all 8 coefficients except for one, the k-th parameter 8, are zeros. In
other words, 1if we give another restriction B = 0 if k ¢ number of the
equation (10) will degenerate into

R I m—
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As discussed above, the MRM has one decision framevork and the
CRM has two -- perceptual framework and behavioral system -- and this
means that the decision framework in the MR!! is deconposed into two
separate systems in the CRM,
Both the IMRM and the CRM have merits and disadvantages. To
delinecte China's unique foreign policy structure (hehavior pattern),

however, the CR!M is better and thus will be used here.>®

3.4 Status-Field Theory: A Derivative

As we have seen, field theory has an explicit axiomatic and
mathematical structure specifying the form of relationships between
international behavior and attribute distances, but it does not indicate
which specific behavior 1s a consequence of particular attribute
distances.”® Tield theory therefore appears to be a mathematical skeleton,
"harren of substantive meaning and implications."®?

The most recent attempt to derive a substantial theoretical

statement that links a specific behavior to specific sets of attribute

p
X

Yisgk T E %9y 00

L=1

which is the multiple regression model. This 1is only true when ¥ and N
are orthogonal matrices. If we use factor scores (obtained from the
orthogonal varimax rotation) instead of raw data, !! and D are orthoponal.

3570 prove this, a lengthy mathematical discussion is required, and
the proof is omitted here but appears in Rhee, 1971, Chapter 1V,

56Although empirical tests have determined many specific relations,
the theory itself does not propose these relationships. For some emprical
findings, see Rummel, 1969, 1971, 1972 and Rhee, 1971.

*7Rummel, 1971, p. 2.
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distances within a field theoretical framework is the development of status-
field theory.%® 1In status-ficld theory Rummel incorporated the basic
theoretical statements of status thesrv®® into the analytic framework of
field theory.

In Rummel's status-field theory, status is defined as the following:

Generally, all social systems are conceived as stratification

systems based on the division of labor and differential social

characteristics. Stratification is an ordering of individuals

or nations on some esteemed, desirable characteristics and an

individual's position in this ordering i{s his status. Contem-

poraryv sociologists consider the major status characteristics

of socicties as wealth (or privilege), power, and prestige; a

person's wealth, pow~r, and prestige comprise his statuses and

his combined wealth, power, and prestipe measure his local

status -- his rank -- in society (Rurmel, 1971, p. 7).

Status is an analytic construct designed to measu~- an individual
or a nation's relative location on a specified dimer ion. Two criteria
are basic to the meaning of the status: ordina’® .ifferentiation and the
desirability of upward change on the scale.

A concept by definition differentiates one proup from others
based on one or more meanings or criteria. One meaning of the construct
status lies in its ordinal discrimination of objects. There are many
concepts (or variables) that classify entities into ordered classes by
definition (e.p., size of nation, height of man). Status is distinguished
from these intrinsic ordinal variables by its second meaning; desirability

of upward change. The oiject to be classified shonld desire upward change

along the given scale (it is the desire of the ohject, not the desire of

*8ror a complete discussion of status-field theory, see Rummel, 1971.

““Status theory referred to here is not a narticular theory. Rather,
it is a sct of basic themes which Rummel extracted and reorcanized from
various sociolopica! and international relations literature. For further
discussion, see Pummel, 1971, pp. 6-8.
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the observer). In this sense, status inevitably includes value judgements

of the objects to be classified. This means that the construct status is

a psychological variable. 1In other words, with status ve deal with human
motivation directly.

One basic difference between human behavior and the mechanical

movements of unconscious material entities is that human beinps choose

their behavior according to their judgement, while the others do not.

Although human deliberation is bounded by the field force exerted on its

location point in the field at the time, it has a significant ranpe of

alternative choices that would result in different hehavior. More simply,
| human decisions link the field force to the final human behavior. As a
result, without coping with human deliberation, ve cannot male a complete
explanation of human behavior (both individual and proup tehavior).
| The construct status simplv depicts a universal human psycholopical
tendency, and this tendency is oriented In re specific attrilute differences.
Thus, status per se ir a model of human behavior,

With the status concept, then, we can reneralize the pattern of

human reaction to a given field force, and shall be ahble to explain and

predict human behavior under a given condition.®?

Status theorv postulates a basic behavioral force generated from
differences * .tions' statuses. Here all social svstems are concejived
; as "stratification systems based on the division of labor and differential

roctal characteristics'” (Axiom 3). Stratification is an ordering of

60Wr:l;;ht has a similar argument: 'The behavior of human beings 1is
{ conditionsl on their environmental situation, and discovering the forms of
relatiors between specific patterns of environmental conditions and patterns
of the actor's behavior is essential in order to explain and predict the
behavior" (Wripht, 1955, p. 499).

P R Rl g T e SR
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individuals or nations on some esteemed, desirable characteristic and an
individual's position in this ordering is his status. \ealth, power, and
prestipe are three major status dimensions and a nation's combined
wealth, power, and prestige measure the nation's total status (rank) in
the international system.

Two basic behavioral propositions have been posited: the first is
that high status nations interact more with others than do low status
nations, and low status nations direct behavior upward in the status
hierarchy; the second proposition is that status disequilibrated nations
== those high on some statuses and low on others -- will be frustrated
and under stress, potentially leading to internal or external conflict.

To incorporate these status theory statements into the field
theoretic analytic scheme, Rummel added six new axioms to the three
original field theory axioms.®! Ag a result, status-field theorv has
the following uine axioms (¥, original field theorv axioms; ¢, additional
axioms).

Axiom 1: International relations is a ‘ield consisting of

all nations, their attributes and interactions, and
their complex interrelationships through time. (F)

Axiom 2: The international field is a Fuclidean attribute

space defining all the attributes of nations and
a Fuclidean behavior space deflning all nation dvadic

interactions. (V)

Axiom 3: TInternational relations is a stratified social
system, (S)

Corollarv 1: Status is a continuous variable.

Corollary 2. An attribute space position defines a nation's
relative status,

Corollary 3: A nation's elite identify with their rank and
status confipuration.

“IA discussion of the theoretical arguments on these axioms is
omitted herc. See Pummel, 1971.
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Corollary 4: Status inconpruence hetween nations | and § 1is the
di{stance vector between their status vectors on a
status dimension.

Axiom 4: Between nation attribute distances at a particular

time are social forces determining dvadic behavior
at that time. (F)

Axiom 5: Some behavior dimensions are linearly dependent on
status. (S)

Axiom 6: Status behavior is directed toward hipher ranking
nations and the preater a nation's rank the more its

status behavior. (S)

Axiom 7: Viph rank nations support the current international
order. (S)

Axiom 8: Nations emphasize their dominant status and the other's
subordinant statuses in interaction. (S)

Corollary 5: Status disequilibrium causes copnitive dissonance,

Corollary 6: Common statuses between nations provide them with
similar interests and a communication bridee.

Corollary 7: The more two nations are status inconpruent,
the more their relationships are uncertain and
the more incongruent their expectations of each
other's behavior.

Axiom 9: The more similar in economic development status, the
more nations are mutually cooperative. (S)

Based on these axioms, Rurmel deduced thirtecen theorems to
explain status dependent cooperation and conflict hetween nations. &2
Among them the following six are directly related to the cooperation,
X conflict and interaction behaviors and thus, will be discussed further
in the following section: Theorem 6, Cooperation Theorem; Theorem 7,
Conflict Theorem; Theorem 8, LEconomically Developed Conflict Theorem;
Theorem 9, Fconomically Underdeveloped Conflict Theorem; Theorem 10,

Economically Developed Status Pechavior Theorem; Theorem 11, Economically

O T
-

©2A11 thirteen axioms arec given in Appendix I. For the derivation
' of these theorems from the axioms, see Rummel, 1971.




Underdeveloped Status Rehavior Theorem. (For the contents, see
Appendix I.)
IV. CHINA'S EXPECTED REHAVIOR: [IMPIRICAL IMPLICATIONS OF FIELD

THEORY AND STATUS-FIFLD THFORY

So far we have flown high in the sky with the abstract theoretical
aspects of field theory and status-field theory. Now, let us come down
to reality on earth. As stated in Section IT, our theorizing effort
has only one purpose: to have a better understanding of the reality
we encounter in the world. Thus, a theory should he evaluated for its
applicability to reality. For instance, in international relations,
a theoryv should explain a nation's bebavior, and predict its future
behavior. What, then, can field theory and status-field theorv say
about China's foreign hehavior? In this section, empirical imnlications
of field theory and status-field theory for China's foreirn behavior
will be discussed.
4.1 Pattern Relations Petween China's Lehavior and Per Attribute

Distances from Other Nations

In Section III, we have already stressed that field theory per se
does not provide us with anv substantial empirical «tatements on the
relations between a nation's behavior and her attribute distance from
other nations. The theory only tells us that behavior patterns are

linearly related tn attribute distances.

To recapitulate, the model of field theory

=D p + U (15)
mxXp  pxq mnxq

W0
mXq - qxq

rives us q number of canonical regression equations, each of vhich repre~
sents the patterned relations hetween a given set of lehavior and attribute

distances.,
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[he weiphting parameters 0 (for ¥, dyadic hehavior) and P (for
D, attribute distances) represent a nation's "tehavioral preference
system” and 'perception framework" respectively. Pecause 0 and P are
formulated by the actor's history, traditions, prevailing value system,
{deolory, etc., we can assume that they will not change sienificantlv
in one or two decades.

Thus, once 0 and P are determired for anv piven actor nation,
then we can have models which show the empirical substantive pattern
relationships between behavior and the attribute distance. Suppose

we have the followinp pattern model for China:
.88 nepative communication + .46 trade = .97 power distance (r = .99),63

This equation shows that approximately seventy-seven percent®“
of the variance In China's nepative communication behavior and eleven
percent in trade activities are explained mainly by one attribute distance
-~ power disparity. The model tells us that the amount of joint behavior
of China's nepative communication and trade directed to an object nation
(this constitutes a behavioral pattern) is a function of their power
distance. This means that the more powerful the object nation, the more
hostile is China's communication, with more trade between the two nations.
For instance, the Soviet Union is far more poverful than China and thus
is expected to receive hostile communication from and to trade heavily

with China.

©3This equation is one of the actual findings for China with
1955 data. See Rhee, 1971, p. 140.

t“The figpures in the illustrated model are product-moment
correlations and if we square them and multiply them bv 100, ve can find
what percentage of the variance in the corresponding varialles are
depicted by the piven pattern equation.




The parameters (0 and P) in the model are left to be determined

empirically; we cannot deduce them from the theory itself. In this study,
the parameters will he estinated with the actual data of China's
behavior for 16 years (1950 - 1965) toward all sovereign nations and
the actual attributes of all those nations (see the following section for
data).
4.2 China's Fxpected Cooperation, Conflict and Interaction Behavior:
Hypotheses Generated From Status-Field Theorv
As we briefly discussed in 3.4, the major themes of status-field
theory are:
1) the higher the joint rank of the actor and the ohject nation,
the more cooperative their behavior (Theorem 6);
2) for economically developed actors, status-dependent conflict
behavior is negatively correlated with economic development distance
and positively correlated with power distance, while for economically
underdeveloped actors, the correlations have opposite signs (+ for
economic development distance; - for power distance (Theorems7, 8, 9)).
3) for economically developed actors, the status-dependent
interaction (cooperation and conflict combined) is negatively correlated
with (and only with) power incongruence, while for the economically
underdeveloped actors, the interaction is nepatively correlated with
(and only with) economic development incongruence (Theorers 10, 11).
To understand the empirical implications of these theorems,
first of all let us clarify the meanings of the concepts involved.
Cooperation: This is an analytic construct. Tt is not a varizble in
the ordinary sense. Cooperation is a behavior-space cluster of highly

intercorrelated cooperation vectors (cf. Theorem 6). The content of the

term is not specified by the theory: it is determined by the actual
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operationalization process. In this studv, the construct "cooperation"
vill be the basic behavioral factors on which most of the cooperation
variables are highly loaded.

This means that there may be more than two separate clusters
of cooperation variables which can be named coopcration behavior., 1In
other words, there can be different kinds of cooperation factors.
Furthermore, among these, some cooperation factors are status-dependent,
viiile the others are not. In status-field theory, ornly status~dependent
cooperation behaviers are to be explained by status incongruence.
Therefore, we can sav that status-field theory is applicable only to a
subspace of the total behavior space which comprises only status-dependent
behaviors.

Then, what are cooperation variables? Cooperation is any
associative dyadic behavior. It includes 'such private international
behavior as tourists, student movements, migration, mail, exports,
telegrams, and telephone calls; and such public international relations
as treaties, economic and military aid, state visits, international
conferences, international organization memberships, extensions of
diplomatic recognition, and exchanpe of ambassadors' (Rummel, 1971, p. 55).
Conflict: The construct conflict 1s a hehavior-space cluster of highly
intercorrelated conflict vectors. This will be identified with a
behavioral space factor on which most of the conflict variables are highly
loaded. As there may te more than two cooperation factors in behavior-
space, there may also be more than two different kinds of conflict
factors, each of whicli represents clusters of similar conflict variables.
Apain, among these conflict factors, some of them are status dependent,

while the others are independent.
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Interaction: This is a neutral concept which depicts all kinds of trans-
actions between two nations. Thus, interaction includes both conflict and
cooperation behavior. In Rummel's view, cooperative and conflictful
behavior are not necessarily separate behavioral dimensions by themselves,
but may be fused into one interaction dimension, although cooperation and
conflict form distinct clusters of behavior.®® Empirically, the two

kinds of behaviors form separate orthogonal factors.®® llowever, they

have similar projections onto one behavior dimension. Accordingly, this

1 dimension equals the vector sum of cooperation plus conflict, each

weighted about equal. In status-field theorv, the concept status behavior

(Theorems 10, 11) is defined as the vector sum of status-dependent
cooperation and status-dependent conflict.
Now, with these concepts in mind, let us reexamine the six

relevant theorems of status-field theory and trv to deduce hypotheses on

China's cooperation, conflict and interaction tehaviors.

Cooperation Theoren

The cooperation theorem says "the higher the joint rank of

nations i and j, the more cooperative their behavior." That is,

€O4ay =1%oy * %4294y ,2 (16)

where COi*j is a behavior space cluster of highly intercorrelated cooperation

vectors.®’ The coopcration theorem is derived from a comtination of the

65Sce Rummel, 1971, p. 79,
i 665ce Rhee, 1971, pp. 113-4. :

67In Pummel's original version, the signs in the cquation are
reversed., Rummel defines d1_1 = 8y = S1 where Si and 5, are statuses of

b

1
i and j respectively. Put 1 redefined di—j = 81 - S1 to retain consistence
with my previous works. This sipn reversion also applies to hoth the
conflict and the interaction theorems.

T T e



Status-Ouo Axiom (Axiom 7) which says "hipgh rank nationsg support the

current international order" and the Rank Lehavior Axiom (Axiom 6) which

says "status hehavior is directed toward higher ranking nations and the

preater a nation's rank, the more its status hehavior." But Axiom 5 is

also necessary to get the linear equation of the theorem.

From the definition of Status, we see that every nation desires

an upward change in her status, and once achieving it, wants to maintain

it. If the existing international system provides a nation with a high

status, then it is natural for that nation to attempt to maintain the

system through cooperative behavior.

Thus, status-dependent cooperation behavior should Le directed

toward higher ranking nations and the greater the ohject's rank, the

more intense the cooperation, according to the Rank Pehavior Axiom.

And the degree of cooperation is linearly related to the status difference

according to the Status-Dependence Axiom (Axiom 5). Thus we have the

cooperation theorem, Coi»j = q

ildi-j,l + ai2di—j,2' where subscripts 1

and 2 denote the two status dimensions

» economic development and pover,

respectively; d

» the distance from i to j on the status dimensions; and

a, positive parameters.

If we apply this theorem to China's cooperation

behavior, we have the following hypothesis:

Cooperation Hlypothesis: the more economically developed and
the more powerful the object nation, the more China's status-
dependent cooperation behavior {s.

Conflicg Behavior

The derivation of the status-denendent conflict behavior theorems

of status-field theory (Theorems 7, 8, 9) is very complicated; various

status related theories are combined into a lone logical chain which fits

into the field theoretical frame. A brief sketch is given below.
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In status theorv, international relations is viewed as a stratified

social system (Axiom 3), and economic development and power are the tvo
status dimensions (Definition 2). The distances between nations on

these two status «imensions define their relative statuses (Corollary 2),
and the difference between the two status difference vectors (di—j,l -
di—j,Z) {s the status incongruence between the two nations { and j
(Corollary 4).

The two status dimensions are linearly independent and thus a
nation's relative status on one dimension may differ from that on another
dimension. The difference between the two relative statuses is defined
as a nation's status disequilibrium (Definition 5).

Since all nations emphasize their dominant status and the
subordinant statuses of others in their interactions (Axiom 8), status
disequilibrium produces copnitive dissonance (Corollary 5). TFor instance,
if nation 1, with a high status on power and a low status on economic
development, interacts with nation j, i will emphasize its high status
on power, but j will emphasize i's status on economic development.

According to Rummel, copnitive dissonance motivates an actor
narion to balance its behavior and status vhile still preserving its
high status, i.e., by altering either the lower status upward or shifting
the object's emphasis to the higher one. Put both are practically
impossible, because status cannot be increased easily nor can the actor
control the obhject nation. &#s a result, the actor's positive behavior
toward the object tends to turn into nepative behavior to compensate
for the object's hieh status. Thus, the status-disequilibrated nation
is goinpg to conflict with objects which have higter statuses, and the

more disequilibrated (the preater the incongruence) the more conflict.

Then, we can have the following relation
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CF = |ajd; - agd,] (17) |

where d1 1s economic develonrment distance (status distance) and d,, power
distance. The difference between d1 and d2, then, 1s the status incon-
gruence hetween nations { and j.

Since there are two status dimensions -- power and economic
development, there are two different kinds of status incongruence; actor 1

is higher than j on power, lower on economic development (d1 < d2), and

vice versa (d1 > d2). The functions of these two incongruences differ,
however, due to the different implications of the two statuses.

First, power status is ascribed. Tt is almost impossible to change
rapidly. Land area, population, and natural resource are virtually
unchanpgeable. The economic development status, however, is achieved,

and compared with power, is much easier to improve. Second, power 1is

meaningful only in a relative sense. If a nation {s more powerful than
others, that is sufficient. On the other hand, economic development is
meaningful both in an absolute and in a relative sense. There is no
limitation on human desire to enjoy wealth. These different functions of
the two statuses produce different behavioral patterns,

Interaction in general leads to various 1ssues between the interacting
nations. Conflict, as a situation, results from disapreement over how
issues should he resolved. Disapreement between two nations of different
statuses comes from the fact that the dominant one wants to maintain the

status-quo which provides her with the advantapeous edpe (Axiom 7,

; . while the less dominant one attempts to reach that status.
On the economic development dimension, a lower status nation's
desire to achieve higher development is limited to enhancing her status

for status differences are not necessarily reduced by undercutting the

\
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forerunner's development. The economic development status is achieved,
and thus a positive status distance (i.e., the actnr's status is lower)
alone does not necessarily lead to conflict. Instead, the object's high
economic development provides good grounds for cooperation, for a devzloped
nation can offer the necessary know-how. On the power dimension, however,
the situation is different. High power status is not easily obtained, and
furthermore, absolute high status on pover status is not so meaningful as
absolute high status on the econoamic development dimension. Desire for
power comes from the hope to have advantageous edge vis-2-vis others to
settle disputes in his own terms. Thus, if one has power strong enough to
subdue its counterpart, it is sufficient; it is meaningless to have ten or
a hundred times more power than necessary. And what matters is only the
positive edge vis-a-vis the counterpart; absolute strength does not matter.
Therefore, reduction of status difference on the power dimension is
achievable either by weakening the dominant nation's power or by enhancing
its own power. Thus, positive status distance on power dimension (1.e.,
the actor's lower status) usually leads to conflict.

In general, therefore, we can say that when the achieved status
(economic developnent) is higher than the ascribed status (power) - when
S11 > S12 -~ intra-punitive behavior happens. On the contrary, when the
ascribed is higher than the achieved -- when S11 < Sy, -- external aggres-
sive behavior results (Rummel, 1971, p. 70). 1In other words, when the
actor is lov on economic development while high on power and the object
nation is in the opposite situation, we can expect the highest conflict.

In terms of distance, then, the ahove argument can be expressed as follows:

the status-dependent conflict is negatively related to d1 and positively

related to d2. As a result, equation (17) can be rewritten




CFyay = —of1dgog,1 + ofpdgy 9

where CFi*j 1s nation 1's status-dependent conflict behavior toward
nation j; a* is a positive parameter; and di-j,l and di—j,2 are the status
distances from nation i (in our case, China) to j on the economic develop-
ment and the power dimensions, respectively.68

If we apply this theorem to China's conflict behavior, we will
have the following hypothesis.

Conflict Hypothesis: the more powerful and the less economically

developed the object nation, the more conflictful is China's
behavior,

Interaction Theorem

Now let us move to the interaction theorem. Rummel defines
interaction behavior as the linear sum of cooperation and conflict.

Thus, the model for status-dependent interaction is

CO = a,d, + a2d

17 2
+) CF --aidl + a5d2

1f we denote (al - ai) as v, and (a2 + 05) as Yy, then the equation will be

CO + CF = Yldl + Y2d2' (19)

®8Rummel's original version of status-field theory included
two separate conflict theorems for economically developed actors and
economically underdeveloped actors (Theorems R and 9; see Appendix).
The new theorem discussed above is the same as Rummel's Theorem 8.
The separation is based on the Fconomic Development Status Axiom (Axiom
9). But I found that this axiom contradicts other parts of the theory
and therefore discarded the axiom.

T W P
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If we assume that d1 and d2 are orthogonal (empirical findings

assert that they are almost orthogonal) and we measure C0, CF, d, and d

1 2
in standard scores (in status-field theory, they are measured in this

way), then both a's and a*'s are the product-moment correlations of co
and CF with the status distances, and will vary between 0 and 1.0
because a's and a*'s are all positive parameters. Thus (a1 - ui) should
be near zero while (a2 + ug) is near unity.

For practical purposes, therefore, the equation (19) may be

written

€O + CF = v,d,. (20)

This means that almost all the (CO + CF) variance must be explained
by dy. This is the interaction theorem (Theorem 11) which says that '"the
status-dependent interaction (cooperation and conflict) behavior is a
function of their power status difference."

China's interaction behavior can be predicted from this theorem

as follows:

Interaction Hypothesis: The more another nation has power
vis-a-vis China, the more cooperative plus conflict behavior
China will direct towards her.

V. VARIABLES AND DATA
5.1 The Population

In this study, Communist China's behavior for the first sixteen
years (1950 - 1965) after her independence was analyzed. Due to limits
in time and funds, five time points were selected: 1950, 1955, 1960,
1963, and 1965.

The objects of China's behavior include all sovereipn nations whose

populations exceed 500,000. The numbers of nations for each time point
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are: 71 (1950), 81 (i955), 86 (1960), 106 (1963), and 112 (1965). Thus,
the total number of dyads i{s 456. In the data matrix, the same dyads
le.p., Chaina~-USA) for different years were treated as independenc cases.

Thus, China-USA for 1950 (CHN-USA50) and China-USA for 1955 (CHN-USAS5)

are 1independent.

In A-space, however, the number of cases included [n the raw
data matriy is 461, because the actor, China, was also included. The

names and abbreviation codes are given in Appendix 11,

5.2 Variables

A total of sixty-nine variables were used for defining attribute
space. Sixty-four of these were taken from the Dimensionality of Nations
(DON) Proiect study on attributes of nations.®? Four of the remaining
five were included specifically to measure the nations' attributes in
relation to China. These are Chinese population/total population (CEINP),
diplomatic relations with Republic of China (DIPTA), UN voting on China
Issue (UNVOT), and peopraphical distance from Pekinpg (DISTP). Finally,
the last two digits of the calendar vear were included as a variable to
see the effect of time on the chanpes in the attributes. The variabhle
names and abbreviation codes are presented in Table 1,

For B-space (China's dyadic foreipn hehavior space), seventeen
variables were selected carefully to represent both the cooperative and
the conflict varia“les.’? The variables 1re (abbreviatinn codes are piven

in parentheses):

69The variable names, definitions, sources as well as data are
contained In a research report published Ly the nox Project (Research
Report No. 64),December 1972,

70yhen this study was desipgned, seven more conflict variables were
i included. Later, however, it was found that there was little variance on
those variables, For example, for the variahle, war, there were only ten cases.




s

14
15
16
17
18

19
20

21

22
23

24
25
27

60
TAELE 1
LIST OF ATTRILUYE VARIABLLS
ibbr. Abbr.
Code 5 Narme Yo. Code Nane:
iTL-PC telienhones/popuiation 28 7ZD-WTR dwellinss vith running
7A-POP aericultural ponulation water/dvellings
[population 29 TST/ST foreign collese studencs/
i iC=PC enercy consunption/ college studerts
population 30 NEUTRL nembership in lleutral bloc
1LLITE {llitevcotes/population 31 NATAGE arze of country
10 years of age or 32 ZUNE'P unemployed/economically
older active populatiecan
GNP-PC CNP/rupnilation 33 LANGRP 1lanruarges
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